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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicants arguments, see amendments/remarks, filed 1 1/4/2004, fwd 2/8/2005, 
with respect to the last office action rejection(s), have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Chiang et al (US 
6,553,072) and Gharavi (US 5,235,420). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 -9, 12-23, 24-30, 35-45, 46-81, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Chiang et al (US 6,553,072) in view of Gharavi (US 
5,235,420). 

Regarding claims 1 and 70, Chiang '072 teaches the claimed "encoding a source 
Image/layered encoding" (i.e. fig. 1, abstract), and "generating a base layer representing 
a low-resolution portion of the source image, and generating an enhancement layer 
representing a high-resolution portion of the source image" (i.e. fig. 1, col. 2, lines 64- 
col. 3, lines 10), and the claimed "base layer and enhancement layer each has an 
associated aspect ratio" reads on (1080X1920 for HDTV which would have an 
associated aspect ratio of 1080/120=9 and 1920/120=16, 16/9 and 720x1280 for SDTV, 
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which would have an associated aspect ratio of 720/80=9 and 1280/80=16, 16/9). 
Chiang '072 does not particularly teach that "the aspect ratio associated with the 
enhancement layer is different from the aspect ratio of the other layer/base layer). 
However, such features are well known and used in the prior art of the record as 
evidenced by Gharavi '420 (i.e. fig. 1), wherein teaches generating different layers with 
different quality for different user subscriber, for example; Layer 1 , with a low quality 
resolution (360 X 288) for low quality user subscriber, which would have an aspect ratio 
360/90=4 and 288/90=3.2 of 4/3, and layers 2 and 3, with successively higher 
quality/resolution (960 X 512 and 1920 X 1024) for higher quality user subscribers, 
which would have an aspect ratio 960/60=16 and 512/60=8.53, 1920/120=16 and 
1024/120=8.53 of 16/9, that is different from the aspect ratio of the first layer (i.e. col. 4, 
lines 60 - col. 6, lines 10, and lines 26 - 50). Therefore taking the combined teaching of 
Chiang '072 and Gharavi '420 as a whole, it would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art at the time of the invention was made to generate multiple layers (base and 
enhancement) with different aspect ratio, to provide different level of quality available to 
different user subscriber as suggested by Gharavi '420 (i.e. col. 2, lines 25 - 28). 

Regarding claims 2 - 3, 22 - 23, 37 - 38, 51 - 52 and 71 - 72, the claimed 
"wherein the aspect ratio associated with the base layer corresponds to an aspect ratio 
associated with low-resolution television" and "aspect ratio associated with the 
enhancement layer corresponds to an aspect ratio associated with high-resolution 
television" reads on subscriber with different level of quality as discussed above (in 
claim 1). 
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Regarding claims 4 - 5, 24 - 25, 56 - 57 and 66 - 67, combination of Chiang 
'072 and Gharavi '420 teach, 4:3 and 16:9 aspect ratio as discussed earlier. 

Regarding claims 7 - 9, 45 and 60, combination of Chiang '072 and Gharavi '420 
(i.e. fig. 1, col. 2, lines 64-66 and col. 5, lines 47-50 of Chiang) teach, generating an 
enhancement Layer and also the high-resolution enhancement layer may be derived 
from the combination (adding) of encoded base layer and encode enhancement layer). 
In other words makes the limitation subtracting the base layer from the source image 
(high resolution enhancement) to derive the enhancement layer obvious to one skilled in 
the art at the time of the invention was made. Furthermore, the prior art of the record 
Morrison et al (two-layer video coding for ATM networks), (i.e. fig. 3, enhancement 
layer) also teaches generating the enhancement layer by subtracting the base layer 
from the input signal, and the claimed "wherein the aspect ratio associated with the 
enhancement layer corresponds to an aspect ratio associated with high-resolution 
television, in claim 9" reads on (col. 3, lines 1 - 5 of Chiang). 

Regarding claims 21 , 50, 65 and 73, the limitations claimed are substantially 
similar to claim 1 , and are the reverse process (decoding), therefore the ground for 
rejecting claim 1 also applies here with respect to (i.e. fig. 1 , decoding process 105 of 
Chiang '072 and fig. 6, decoding process of Gharavi). 

Regarding claims 13 - 15, 29, 46 - 48, 61, 62 and 76, the claimed "combining 
base layer and enhancement layer into a single transport stream" reads on (i.e. fig. 1 , 
output stream of 110 of Chiang, and MUX 118 and 120 of Gharavi), and "transmitting 
only the base layer to decoder" (i.e. fig. 5 of Chiang, and fig. 6 of Gharavi). 
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Regarding claims 16-17 and 39 - 40, the limitations claimed "transmitting the 
base layer to an image decoding system using a first transmission medium and 
transmitting the enhancement layer to the image decoding using second transmission 
medium" and the "transmission format in claim 17" reads on (i.e. fig. 6, transmission of 
SDTV and HDTV and formatter! 10 of Chiang, and figs. 1 and 6, transmission of 
different layers of Gharavi). 

Regarding claims 1 8 - 20, 35, 41 , 49 and 63 - 64, the claimed "storing the base 
layer and enhancement layer on a storage medium" (i.e. fig. 1, encoder 135 and 125 of 
Chiang", and computer program that is executable by a processor to carry out the 
instruction" (i.e. col. 13 of Chiang, lines 2-5, microprocessor would include memories). 

Regarding claims 26 - 28 and 58 - 59, the claimed "first layer is a base layer and 
second layer is an enhancement layer," reads on (i.e. fig. 1, base and enhancement 
layers of Chiang, and fig. 1 , layer 1 with respects to the other layers 2 and 3 of Gharavi), 
and "communicating the first layer to a low-resolution television, which consider as low 
quality subscriber" reads on (i.e. fig. 5 of Chiang, and col. 6, lines 6-7, and discussion 
with respect to claim 1 of Gharavi). 

Regarding claims 30, 53, 68, 69 and 74 - 75, the claimed "wherein the method is 
executed by a television" reads on the fact that the HDTV and SDTV data are suitable 
for further processing and display on a high-resolution or standard resolution television 
(i.e. col. 1 0, lines 55 - 58, and col. 5, lines 45+ of Chiang). 

Regarding claims 36, 42 and 54, the limitations claimed are substantially similar 
to claim 1 ; therefore the grounds for rejecting claim 1 also applies here. Furthermore, as 
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for the additional limitation "transmission of the base and enhancement data", please 
see (fig. 1, formatter 110, 115 of Chiang, and fig. 1, MUX 118 and 120 of Gharavi) and 

"receiver for receiving the base layer decoder and the enhancement layer decoder 

in claim 54" (i.e. fig. 1 , 180 of Chiang). 

Regarding claim 55, the limitations claimed are substantially similar to claims 1 
and 20 and are "computer program that is executable by a processor to carry out the 
process of generating the base and enhancement layers", which has been discussed 
earlier with respect to claim 20. 

Regarding claim 77-81, the limitation as claimed "enhancement layer contains 
only the high resolution portion of the source image" reads on (i.e. fig. 7 of Chiang, and 
fig. 1 , layer 3 of Gharavi), and "wherein both the first and the second layer are used to 
generate high resolution image data" (i.e. col. 5, lines 47 - 50 of Chiang, and fig. 1 , 
layer 3, of Gharavi). 

Regarding claims 6, 12, 43 and 44, combination of Chiang '072 and Gharavi '420 
teach the claimed "low-pass filtering" and "high-pass filtering" (i.e. fig. 2, 201 and 202 of 
Gharavi). 

4. Claims 10, 1 1, 33 and 34, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chiang '072 and Gharavi '420 as applied to the above claims, further 
in view of Yagasaki et al (US 6,41 4,991 ). 

Regarding claim 33, combination of Chiang '072 and Gharavi '420 teach the 
claimed "decoding a base layer representing a low-resolution portion of a source image 
and decoding the enhancement layer, representing the high-resolution portion of the 



Application/Control Number: 09/458,300 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2613 

source image" (i.e. fig. 1, decoding portion of the image). Combination of Chiang and 
Gharavi does not particularly teach that the "first layer is received at a first time and the 
second layer is received at a second time". However, such features are well known and 
used in the prior art of the record as evidenced by Yagasaki '991 (i.e. figs. 5 and 15, 
time-base multiplexer, col. 14, Iines40+, temporal scalability). Therefore, taking the 
combined teaching of Chiang and Gharavi and Yagasaki as a whole, it would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made to use the 
teaching of Yagasaki '991 and modify the combination encoding and decoding system 
of Chiang and Gharavi to improve the encoding efficiency. 

Regarding claim 34, combination of Chiang and Gharavi and Yagasaki teach the 
claimed, "first media and second media (receiving data from different media)" (i.e. col. 9, 
lines 5+ of Yagasaki). 

Regarding claims 10-11, combination of Chiang and Gharavi and Yagasaki 
teach the claimed, "offset value" (i.e. fig. 5, FPOS of Yagasaki). 
5. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chiang 
'072 and Gharavi '420 as applied to the above claims in view of Bendinelli et al (US 
6,061,719). 

Regarding claim 31, combination of Chiang and Gharavi teach, "reverse/decode 
processing of the layers as discussed above". Combination of Chiang and Gharavi does 
not explicitly teach the claimed "first layer is decoded from a physical medium and the 
second layer is decoded from a received data stream". However such features are well 
known and used in the prior art of the record as evidenced by Bendinelli 719 (i.e. fig. 3, 
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col. 2, lines 50 - 60) wherein teaches the receiver capable of receiving and decoding 
the data from different sources and displaying. Therefore, taking the combined teaching 
of Chiang and Gharavi and Bendinelli as a whole, it would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify and improve the 
receiver system of Chiang and Gharavi with the techniques as taught by Bendinelli 719, 
which would make the system capable of presenting different media in conjunction with 
television programming to the viewers. 

6. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chiang 
'072 and Gharavi '420 further in view of Dewald (US 6,317,171). 

Regarding claim 32, combination of Chiang and Gharavi teach the claimed 
"decoding a base layer representing a low-resolution portion of a source image and 
decoding the enhancement layer, representing the high-resolution portion of the source 
image" (i.e. fig. 1, decoding portion of the image of Chiang). Combination of Chiang and 
Gharavi does not particularly teach the claimed "correcting an anamorphic squeeze". 
However such features are well known and used in the prior art of the record as 
evidenced by Dewald '171 (i.e. abstract, lines 8 - 1 1 , for anamorphic squeeze and col. 
2, lines 28 - 30 for correcting the squeezed image), wherein teaches generating an 
image that is anamorphically squeezed in the horizontal dimension and correcting the 
squeezed image. Therefore it makes the limitation as claimed obvious to one skilled in 
the art at the time of the invention was made, which would widens the image (in the 
horizontal dimension) while the viewer perceives a normal wide screen image on the 
screen (col. 4, lines 21 - 32). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

8. Claims 1, 21, 36, 42, 50, 65, 70 and 73, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Gharavi (US 5,235,420). 

Regarding claims 1 and 70, Gharavi '420 discloses, "encoding a source image" 
(i.e. fig. 1 ), and the claimed "generating a base layer representing a low-resolution 
portion of the source image and generating an enhancement layer representing a high 
resolution portion of the source image" reads on (i.e. fig. 1) wherein shows generating 
different layers with different quality for different user subscriber, for example; Layer 1 , 
with a low quality resolution (360 X 288, as a base layer) and layers 2 and 3, with 
successively higher quality/resolution (960 X 512 and 1920 X 1024), and as for "base 
layer and enhancement layer have an associated aspect ratio and wherein the aspect 
ratio of the enhancement layer differs from the aspect ratio associated with the 
other/base layer" reads on (i.e. layer 1, would have an aspect ratio 360/90=4 and 
288/90=3.2 of 4/3, and layers 2 and 3, would have aspect ratio of 960/60=16 and 
512/60=8.53, 1920/120=16 and 1024/120=8.53 of 16/9, that is different from the aspect 
ratio of the first layer). 

Regarding claims 21 , 50, 65 and 73, the limitations claimed are substantially 
similar to claim 1, and are the reverse (decoding) process of the encoding process, 
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therefore the grounds for rejecting claim 1 also applies here with respect to (i.e. fig. 6) 
decoding process. 

Regarding claim 36, Gharavi f 420 discloses, "transmitting a base layer 
representing a low resolution portion of an image" and "transmitting an enhancement 
layer representing a high resolution portion of an image" (i.e. fig. 102 and 121), and "the 
aspect ratio associated with the base layer differs from the aspect ratio associated with 
enhancement layer" are discussed above, in claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 42, the limitations claimed are substantially similar to claim 1, 
and are apparatus of the method of claim 1 , therefore the grounds for rejecting claim 1 
also applies here. 

Conclusion 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 

from the examiner should be directed to Behrooz Senfi whose telephone 
number is (571)272-7339. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Kelley can be reached on (571)272-7331. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

Or faxed to: 

(703) 872-9314 



Application/Control Number: 09/458,300 



Page 1 1 



Art Unit: 2613 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal 
Drive, Arlington, VA, Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relative to the status of the application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office 
whose telephone number is (703) 306-0377. 
B. S. 5. ft 
5/3/2005 




